In 2006/2007 Turkey became a regional power in the Middle East, a status it has continued to maintain in the context of the Arab Spring. To understand why Turkey only became a regional power under the Muslim AKP government and why this happened at the specific point in time that it did, the paper highlights the self-reinforcing dynamics between Turkey's domestic political-economic transformation in the first decade of this century and the advantageous regional developments in the Middle East at the same time. It concludes that this specific linkage -the "Ankara Moment" -and its regional resonance in the neighboring Middle East carries more transformative potential than the "Washington Consensus" or the "Beijing Consensus" so prominently discussed in current Global South politics.
Öniş 2012).
Seen from a broader perspective, Turkey's rise may be interpreted as the natural outcome of the end of US global hegemony, a new era of regionalism and a multipolar world order (see Archarya 2008; Flemes 2010; Godehardt and Nabers 2011; Hurrell 2007; Nolte 2010) . The rise of new regional and global powers signifies this clearly. Not only Brazil, Russia, India,
China and South Africa -the (in)famous BRICS states -but also Turkey and Indonesia, among others, have become formidable growth zones that have attracted the attention of Western decision makers and experts over future security and economic issues. In an era when the capitalist core is facing the consequences of the global financial crisis post-2007 and the state fiscal crises post-2009, these new players are being included in efforts to cooperatively set up a new global financial order. In addition to China, Turkey is presented as one of the few developmental success stories of late. In the field of regional security, too, Western states are confronted with a new plurality of claims that undermine collective foreign policymaking, be it on the violent conflict in Syria or the Iranian nuclear issue. Here again, Turkey in particular has been hailed as a Middle Eastern success story and an example to emulate.
We argue that for Turkey, gaining and maintaining regional power status in the Middle East over the course of this century's first decade occurred because of self-reinforcing dynamics between domestic, that is, "inside," political-economy factors and regional, that is, "outside," developments. The AKP has been able to make use of new regional policies as tools of domestic legitimization, while its domestic successes against the Kemalist Turkish Armed Forces (TAF) have been regionally validated as clear proof that Muslim identity, economic liberalization and political democratization can co-evolve ("outside-in" and "insideout"). In other words, we suggest that with the AKP's domestic consolidation has come its gradual foreign policy shifts and increased regional activism in the Middle East. The latter WP 204/2012 GIGA Working Papers developments have then served as tools for domestic legitimization. Also, the new trade patterns link Turkey's Middle East policy back to the new political and economic elite groups who grant the state the capacity to be actively involved in that region in the first place. It is this linkage in particular that has only emerged under the AKP, underlining Turkey's status as a role model for its Arab-Muslim neighborhood.
The paper proceeds as follows: Based on a brief discussion of the current research on the Turkish political economy and the country's relations to the Middle East (Section 2), we illustrate the interplay between changes in Turkey's domestic political economy in the 1980s and 1990s and the diverse failed attempts to gain regional power status, in the Middle East and beyond (Section 3). In Section 4 we outline the gradual domestic consolidation of the AKP government under Prime Minister Erdoğan in the face of the pressures from the Kemalist establishment, and the foreign policy shifts it has initiated, mostly as a result of the pragmatist ideology and agency of Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoğlu. In Section 5, the main analytical part of the paper, our aim is to highlight the connections and, even more so, self-reinforcing dynamics between the domestic political-economic changes after 2002 and the advantageous regional developments since the middle of the decade. We conclude by relating Turkey's rise as a regional power in the Middle East -the "Ankara Moment" -to the discussion about the "Washington Consensus" and the "Beijing Consensus," arguing that the Turkish example, with its emanation on a regional scale, might actually hold more transformative potential than the global consensus so prominently discussed in Global South politics.
Beyond Contemporary Explanations: Addressing Domestic and Regional Dynamics
To understand the substantive change in Turkey's position within the Middle East, scholars have proposed a variety of explanatory factors and mechanisms (see Altunışık 2008; Altunışık and Martin 2011; Kramer 2010; Pope 2010) . One prominent argument deals with Turkey's politico-geographical identity and claims that its so-called "Middle Easternization" is the result of European states' opposition to Turkey's EU accession bid, which induced Turkish leaders to take a more cautious approach to dealing with the EU. Tarik Oğuzlu and Mustafa Kibaroğlu (2009) blame not only Europeans but also the US plans for a post-Saddam
Hussein regional order that would clash with long-established Turkish interests. Both the erosion of EU support and a growing anti-American sentiment reflect a new Turkish sense of belonging "both to European and Islamic civilizations," with the AKP assuming "that Turkey's growing security, and cultural and economic links with the Middle East will increase the prospects of that country's accession to the EU" (ibid.: 586).
Geopolitical explanations refer to changes in Turkey's strategic interests, either for systemic reasons or for internal ones. According to the former perspective, the end of the Cold War provided new opportunities for Turkey to engage more independently from the EU and the US with its neighborhood (see Larrabee 2010) . According to the latter, Turkey's new poli-GIGA Working Papers WP 204/2012 cies are the outcome of desecuritization processes regarding formerly contentious issues and security threats (see Aras and Polat 2008) . Thus, it is argued that the decisive factor has not been the ideational framework of Ahmet Davutoğlu but rather the demilitarization of domestic politics in general and the ensuing empowerment of new civilian elites (see Karadag, forthcoming) . In this process further aspects of civilian politics have come into play, as Turkey's liberalization has been paralleled by the new inclusion of civil society organizations and business associations in influencing the foreign policy agenda (see Altay 2011) .
Most prominent, though, is the liberal political economic explanation, according to which Turkey's "zero problem" policies reflect the dramatic expansion of trade linkages, rendering Turkey a new "trading state" (see Kirişçi 2009 Kirişçi , 2011 that, similar to the old liberalist "doux commerce" assumption, is forced to maintain peaceful relations with its partners, replacing conflict with cooperation (see Hirschman 1977) .
Despite the explanatory capacity of these works, they suffer from a serious flaw in that they merely account for the changes taking place in Turkish foreign policy-making. What they cannot explain is why Turkey has been so successful in becoming a new regional power.
To do so, it is insufficient to deal with domestic transformations and desecuritization processes alone, as they demonstrate only one side of the Turkish success story. We need to go beyond this and emphasize the linkage between the domestic dimension, which Turkish elites can influence, and the regional setting, which they cannot influence and where that power is acknowledged, admired and feared. Turkey's regional power may tell us less about Turkey and more about regional dynamics in the Middle East itself. Given the relationality of regional power, any explanation omitting this linkage remains under-complex, if not insufficient.
3 Before the AKP, Before Regional Power: Turkey in the 1980s and 1990s
Since 1980, which saw parliament's adoption of the IMF structural adjustment program on 24 January and the last military coup d'état on 12 September, Turkey has been involved in a new project of combining democratic politics and capitalist development. While the former was initially heavily constrained by military-Kemalist tutelage, the latter process has consisted of the disembedding of the market and its proper institutionalization in Turkish society, something which had always been precarious at best (see Buğra 1994 Buğra , 2003 . However, for two decades, Turkey could not achieve sound macroeconomic indicators.
In fact, the full liberalization of Turkey's capital account in 1989 introduced a new source of economic instability and rendered Turkey unprotected from speculative attacks against the Turkish lira as financial liberalization was introduced before macroeconomic imbalances were overcome (see Öniş 2003) . Also, any attempts to increase regulatory quality in economic policy-making in the 1990s were impaired by the previous return of former party elites to the political stage in 1987, which led to excessive patronage politics that drew heavily on public and private banks (see Karadag 2010) . Thus, until 2002 there was no success story that could be transmitted into the Middle East neighborhood. With the end of the Cold War in 1989/1990, Turkey struggled hard to find its own role in world politics and in different regional arenas. One goal was invigorating political, cultural and economic ties with post-Soviet Turkic republics in the Caucasus and Central Asia in order to recreate a kind of "Turkic commonwealth" from Turkey to the borders of China. However, that attempt came to naught. Although Western leaders labeled Turkey a model case for democracy and market economy (see Hale 2002: 290-291 ) that could be emulated by Central Asian republics, in practical terms cooperation did not go beyond the -albeit quite impressive -capturing of new markets for Turkish exporters, especially in textiles and clothing, and construction companies. It did, however, allow Turkey to expand its private-education facilities and exchanges under the umbrella of the Fethullah Gülen network.
In the Middle East proper, Turkey was also unable to function as a role model to be discursively appropriated by either Arab governments or opposition movements as it itself was directly involved in conflictual interactions with, for example, its neighbors Syria and Iraq, who formulated claims against its water dam projects in the Southeast (the so-called GAP).
Also, the ongoing war against the rebellious Kurdish Workers' Party (Partiya Karkeren Kurdistan, PKK) gave Turkey the identity of a direct contender in Middle Eastern relations rather than a neutral power broker. Finally, the country's military cooperation with Israel -directed against Syria, which harbored PKK leader Abdullah Öcalan -was not welcomed by either regimes or social groups in the Muslim world (see Altunışık and Tür 2006 More generally, though, what limited Turkey's regional policy reach was the fact that, since the establishment of the Third Republic in 1982, security and foreign policy issues had been the domain of the Turkish Armed Forces (TAF), which set both the ideological boundaries of the regime in order to reinvigorate a Kemalist-secularist state order and the practical limitations through their control of the National Security Council (NSC) (see Cizre-Sakallioğlu 1997). This does not mean that political leaders could not or did not use foreign and regional policy as a legitimizing tool to expand the capacities of civil against military power domestically. One example was Turgut Özal, who succeeded in securing Turkey's participation in the US-led Gulf War against Iraq in 1990/1991 against the will of the NSC. Afterwards, he furthered Turkey's interests as a direct conflict party, especially in the violent Iraqi-Kurdish affairs of the mid-1990s. His sudden death from a heart attack in 1993 prevents any estimation of the extent to which Özal, the father of Turkish neoliberalism and the grandmaster of Turkish politics since 1980, could have presented new regional policy initiatives.
A more direct challenge to the neo-Kemalist order emerged in 1996, when the Islamist Welfare (Refah) Party under Necmettin Erbakan presided over a coalition government and took the opportunity to initiate important symbolic and practical changes. However, Erbakan's approach did not prove successful. On the one hand, the TAF maintained and deepened security arrangements with the state of Israel, including collective military maneuvers, which proved to be an effective obstacle to linking foreign politics and domestic legitimization -for example, through the politicization of the unresolved Israeli-Palestinian conflict. On the other hand, symbolic steps like Turkish state visits to Egypt and Libya also did not bear fruit, as
Colonel Gaddafi chose to bring the Kurdish issue and the war against the PKK to the fore and to charge the Turkish government with an undemocratic approach in that matter (see Sayari 1997 ). The Refah episode ended with the TAF's soft coup in the aftermath of 28 February 1997, when the NSC issued a memorandum identifying the Islamist party as a threat to Kemalism and obliging the government to implement reforms to counter this claim. This led to Erbakan's resignation and to the banning of the Welfare Party in 1998.
Domestic Hegemony and Regional Power: Turkey from 2000-2010

Becoming Hegemonic
If Turkey faced substantial dilemmas in economic policy-making in the 1990s, the economic success story in the first decade of this century was all the more astonishing. Not only did GDP growth resume at a high level, comparable only to the growth rates of BRICS countries, but it was also accompanied by relatively low inflation rates, fiscal austerity and unforeseen levels of privatization and foreign direct investment (see Öniş and Şenses 2009 Furthermore, what renders the AKP's impact truly revolutionary and hegemonic is the fact that it acts both as the source driving the disembedding of the market and as the main "reembedder" of the discontented, and thus propagates pro-capitalist and social solidarity values at the same time (see Göcmen 2011) . Various segments of its Muslim constituency are involved in new business associations (for example, MÜSIAD, TUSKON) that take an active stand in formulating domestic and regional policy initiatives (see Atli 2011), thereby further "civilizing" political processes, and in social solidarity organizations that provide charity and private-education facilities (the so-called dersanes), which operate as important venues for success in the fiercely contested access to the public university system (see Rutz and Balkan 2009 ). These segments, with which the AKP is organically linked, cooperate most suc- ish foreign policy has so far remained intact, and will likely still be prominent in the coming years, a stronger "multidimensionality" (see Kramer 2010 ) and a diversification of alliances outside the West is also characteristic of the "new Turkish foreign policy" under the AKP (see Pope 2010) .
As a leitmotif, we can cite the much quoted "zero problems (with the neighbors)" strategic doctrine preached by Ahmet Davutoğlu, the current foreign minister and previously
Erdoğan's chief foreign policy consultant. 2 According to Davutoğlu, instead of adopting a cautious, reactive and from time to time suspicious approach to its regional environment, Turkey should negotiate proactively and look pragmatically for opportunities to solve conflicts and create cooperation. As a junction and a bridge between Western Europe, the Bal- 5 Finding the Missing Link: Self-Reinforcing Domestic and Regional Dynamics
Following these empirical descriptions of what happened in Turkey and the Middle East's regional constellation, our aim in this section is to establish why this ascension to regional power was possible after 2007. Contrary to the explanations presented above (Section 2), we attempt to identify the self-reinforcing dynamics that support Turkey's regional power status in the Middle East. For that, there exist two preconditions -one domestic and one regionalthat together generate a lock-in effect with increasing returns (see Mahoney 2000) , meaning that domestic AKP successes translate into regional action capacity and that regional policies and initiatives legitimize and strengthen the AKP's domestic powers at the same time.
Domestic Dynamics and Their Effects: Inside-Out
On the domestic front, the tipping point for the consolidation of the AKP government was its which the AKP survived -could endanger the party's position. The AKP has gone on to win every electoral contest since then. Thus, without this victorious struggle against the selfascribed defenders of Kemalism, there would be nothing with which the AKP could act as a model in foreign affairs, and it is since then that foreign policy has been used as a tool for domestic legitimization that neither the opposition parties nor the TAF have been able to harm. In addition, in order to make this self-reinforcing connection in the economic sphere, the expansion of trade relations with Middle Eastern countries has benefitted Turkey enormously as this represents the only region from which Turkey realizes trade surpluses (excluding oil imports). In a time when the current account deficit has become, again, a chronic problem for Turkey's economy and financial structure, this fact should not be underestimated.
Regional Dynamics and Their Effects: Outside-In
In addition to the domestic rise to hegemony of the AKP-dominated version of Turkey's political economy, the dynamics of regional politics in the Middle East since the middle of the previous decade need to be understood as a second self-reinforcing mechanism for the consolidation of Turkey's regional power status in the Middle East. In most instances, the regional dynamics have been largely beyond the direct influence of Turkish policy, but they have nevertheless increased its potential to make inroads as a key player in the Middle East arena.
The first basic aspect relates to the increased multiplicity of influential actors in regional politics since the middle of the last decade. This is an indirect result of the wars that characterized the Middle East around this time: Put simply, the Iraq War has since 2003 decisively contributed to the much cited regional rise of the Islamic Republic of Iran. In the context of the Lebanon War of 2006, it was the Islamist Hizballah that gained popular appraisals region-wide for its tough muqawama (resistance) stance against Israel. And finally, after having won the Palestinian parliamentary elections in January 2006 and having seized control of the Gaza Strip, the Islamist Hamas also became a regionally relevant player through its muqawama posture against Israel -particularly in the context of the Gaza War of 2008/2009. 7 In addition to these war-related dynamics, it has been the immense loss of influence of the US in the Middle East, especially after the second Bush administration from 2005 to 2009, that has allowed for the rise of influential regional players. Other actors have gradually filled the "diplomatic gap" that has arisen from the massive discrediting of the US due to its war and occupation policies in Iraq as well as its one-sided partisanship for Israel. In addition to the "well-known" regionally dominant actors like the pro-Western Egypt and Saudi Arabia, less one-sided pro-Western and more flexible actors have gained influence through their role in mediating important conflicts in the region: In Lebanon, it was Qatar's decisive third-party 7 For a more systematic treatment of the 2006 Lebanon War and the 2008/2009 Gaza War in the making of the regional order in the Middle East, see Valbjorn and Bank (2012 The second and related aspect that has allowed for Turkey's regional rise to prominence relates to the dominant pattern of alliance-building and ideological polarization in the Middle East. Since the middle of the last decade, a clear dichotomy between two regional camps, highly polarized context and given the United States' aforementioned decline and gradual withdrawal from the regional scene, a new space has opened up for less directly allied and more flexible players in the Middle East. And while this increased multiplicity of influential actors in regional politics together with the specific pattern of alliance-building and ideological polarization in the Middle East since the middle of the last decade has provided Turkey with the opportunity to seize the moment, it is the massively increased regional initiatives of the AKP government since 2008/2009 that have truly allowed for its unprecedented rise to a source of inspiration, as already outlined in detail.
Summary
With respect to Turkey's rise as a regional power since 2007, the following points stand out.
First, compared to most, if not all, other Middle Eastern countries, Turkey had, and continues to maintain, the capacity for independent action in and beyond the Middle East. Not being tied directly to any of the camps in intra-Arab struggles, Turkey has assumed a vital brokerage position and follows an impartial and multidimensional approach, despite popular anti-European slogans that should not be interpreted too hastily as a total break with the EU option in the future. This freedom of action in the regional sphere parallels the domestic context, where the AKP has managed to break out of its initially precarious power position and to move towards liberalizing Turkish politics from the grip of the TAF. This linkage between the domestic and the regional dimensions cannot be emphasized enough as it provides the government with a powerful narrative.
Second, this narrative is the basis for the emanation of a kind of "Ankara Moment," the spatiotemporal concentration of power in the hands of Turkish elites. To repeat, this has less WP 204/2012 GIGA Working Papers to do with Turkish domestic developments proper and more to do with the state of political, economic and cultural affairs and Turkey's relational position in the Middle East. Turkey's successes can be easily contrasted with other countries' lack of political freedom and macroeconomic imbalances, their citizens' everyday encounters and disillusionments with corrupt and ineffective state apparatuses, and the obvious contradictions between Muslim and Arab national identities on the one hand and geopolitical realities on the other. At a time when a new regional public sphere has been in the making (Valbjorn and Bank 2012) , such grievances have been increasingly debated. This has allowed for the inclusion of the Turkish model, which seems to have succeeded in addressing the social and identity conflicts attributed to the authoritarian Kemalist legacies of the country, in these discussions; hence the growing acceptance of and support for Turkey as a regional actor whose approach differs radically from that of global and other rival regional actors in their attempts to become hegemonic.
Neither Iran nor Saudi Arabia can credibly act as defenders of the Muslim voice as the AKP has done domestically.
However, we should not overlook the fact that this regional attribution of values has occurred only in a partial and limited way. The idealist assumption that the AKP manages to combine Islam and democracy underplays the serious deliberalization trend since the 2009 municipal elections. Since then the government has fundamentally strained the notion of the rule of law by using the state's (still-existing) despotic powers against its enemies. The constrain its foreign policy moves in the Middle East -but so far the current "Ankara Moment" is still working in Turkey's favor.
Conclusion: The "Ankara Moment"
The early twenty-first century has been marked by the rise of new regional and global players that are increasingly demonstrating their capacity to impact world politics. This represents both a materialist and an ideological-symbolic challenge for Western capitalist democracies. On the one hand, the latter's attempts to influence and structure regional affairs will be ever more contested. On the other, the ideological toolkits Western countries recommend and stipulate to late-developing countries in the Global South have lost their momentum in recent years, while new success stories are often framed according to principles that diverge from Western experiences.
These processes can be traced back to the end of the Cold War. The resulting US hegemony, in economic and military terms, was buttressed by the discursive expansion of the "Washington Consensus" (Williamson 1990 to promote development and welfare, the newly emerging "Beijing Consensus" tells a different story altogether, namely, that of an authoritarian type of state capitalism that succeeds in capturing export markets and foreign direct investment and that undoes the link between capitalism and democracy to secure the benefits of the former. China's rise has captured the minds of security and business experts, stirring fear and admiration, and its developmentalism is, in fact, globally inspiring. However, it does not have the potential to be emulated abroad, nor do Chinese elites promote a certain set of policies to expand their "model."
The "Ankara Moment" differs from these other, earlier consensuses that have shaped the thinking about global development since the 1990s. It is not a set of economic and other regulatory policies that may be propagated abroad. It is the spatially and temporally -limited to the Middle East and post-2006 -structured conjuncture of interrelated regional and domestic WP 204/2012 GIGA Working Papers processes. Yet it is exactly this context-bounded nature of Turkish power under the AKP that makes it have much deeper implications for its Middle Eastern neighborhood. In more concrete terms, debating China in the Middle East may influence public opinion about how to position one's country geopolitically, but the reach of assigning meaning to China remains limited, at best. Not so with Turkey: Debating Turkey, in general, and the AKP's successes, in particular, takes on a different symbolic dimension. The example of Turkey can be appropriated more properly to juxtapose it with the economic weaknesses, rigid discourses and authoritarian politics in the Arab Middle East. Turkey has been appropriated into a discursive toolkit to trigger new, aspiring debates directed against authoritarian elites on the one hand and at Western audiences on the other, in order to demonstrate that there need be no contradiction between Muslim value systems and political democracy. Thus, in its regional reach, this "Ankara Moment" has a highly transformative potential; it captures the imagination and expectations of Turkey's neighboring Arab societies, which can easily express what Turkish changes mean for them. That this discursive linkage can be made has dramatic consequences and increases the symbolic power of Turkey in the Middle East. Turkey has so far stood out as the sole case of Muslim democracy in the region, something which was made possible through, and not in spite of, the influence of religious parties and movements that maintained the political context for stable capitalist relations as the sociocultural source of regional emanation. Without the domestic transformations outlined in this paper, Turkey would have had nothing to transmit its influence with, and without the conflictual and authoritarian regional context, Turkey would have had no place into which to transmit it. This specific linkage is key to understanding why, how and when Turkey became the new regional power in the Middle East and why this consensus is not likely to travel to other regional settings.
